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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM C. DEERE1

ON BEHALF OF AMERITECH ILLINOIS2

I.  INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE OF REBUTTAL TESTIMONY3

Q. Please state your name and business address.4

A. My name is William C. Deere.  My business address is 604 Lasater Court, Keller,5

Texas.6

7

Q. Are you the same William C. Deere that submitted Direct Testimony on8

January 28, 2002?9

A. Yes, I am.10

11

Q. What is the purpose of your Rebuttal Testimony?12

A. The purpose of my Rebuttal Testimony is to respond to the issues raised by Staff and13

interveners regarding single point of interconnection, the bona fide request process,14

tagging of loops at the NID, network outage notification, customized routing for15

OS/DA, secure switch features, CNAM database and LIDB database.16

17

II. CHECKLIST ITEM (i):  INTERCONNECTION18

19

A.  Single Point of Interconnection (“SPOI”)20

Q. What is the SPOI issue and who raises it?21
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A. The issue is raised by Mr. Noorani of AT&T1 and Dr. Zolnierek of Staff2.  They22

claim that Ameritech Illinois does not comply with the requirement that it23

interconnect with CLECs at a single point of interconnection within a LATA.24

25

Q. Does Ameritech Illinois allow a CLEC to interconnect at a single point within a26

LATA?27

A. Yes, it does.28

29

Q. How does Ameritech Illinois offer this to CLECs?30

A. Through interconnection agreements such as the Telicor agreement and the original31

Level 3 agreement that I referenced in my Affidavit.  CLECs can freely negotiate32

similar provisions in their own interconnection agreements or can use the “most33

favored nations” provisions of section 252(i) of the Telecommunications Act to “opt34

into” the SPOI provisions of an existing agreement.35

36

Q. Dr. Zolnierek believes that the Level 3 agreement does not contain language37

that permits interconnection at a SPOI.3  How do you respond?38

A. The Level 3 agreement I was referring to was the original Level 3 agreement entered39

into on March 13, 2001.  It contains the following language:40

As ordered by the Illinois Commerce Commission in Docket No. 00-0332,41

in AM-IL territory, CLEC shall initially establish a single POI at any42

                                                
1 Direct Testimony of Danial Noorani on Behalf of AT&T Communications of Illinois, Inc., TCG
Chicago, TCG Illinois and TCG St. Louis, filed March 20, 2002, at 6-13 (“Noorani Direct”).
2 Direct Testimony of James Zolnierek, Policy Department, Telecommunications Division, Illinois
Commerce Commission, filed March 20, 2002, lines 1153 through 1264 (“Zolnierek Direct”).
3 Id., lines 1167 to 1179.
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technically feasible point in each LATA in which CLEC offers local43

exchange service.  CLEC shall establish an additional POI in a LATA44

once the traffic exchanged between CLEC and AM-IL with respect to that45

Tandem exceeds an OC-12 level (i.e., 8064 simultaneous calls).446

The original Level 3 agreement has been replaced with an Amendment to Level 347

Contracts Superseding Certain Compensation, Interconnection and Trunking48

Provisions approved April 11, 2001, and I agree with Dr. Zolnierek that the49

negotiations for the new Level 3 agreement eliminated the SPOI language.50

51

Q. Does this mean that Ameritech Illinois does not offer the SPOI language in its52

interconnection agreements?53

A. Absolutely not.  In the new Level 3 agreement, Level 3 made the business decision54

to interconnect with Ameritech Illinois at multiple points in the LATA.  There are55

many reasons why this is a prudent decision for a CLEC to make, including the fact56

that multiple points of interconnection provide greater network redundancy in the57

event of a network failure and also allow CLECs to save on expensive transport58

facilities in their own network. The fact that Level 3 decided to no longer59

interconnect at a single point in a LATA just means that it recognized the benefits of60

multiple points of interconnection.  It does not mean that SPOI is no longer offered61

by Ameritech Illinois.62

63

Q. Dr. Zolnierek attempts to make the case that the Telicor Agreement is not64

evidence of a SPOI agreement because Telicor agrees to pay Ameritech Illinois65

                                                
4 Appendix NIM 2.2.1
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for some of the incremental costs that Ameritech Illinois incurs to transport66

traffic to Telicor’s SPOI.5  Is this a valid objection?67

A. No.  Dr. Zolnierek does not dispute the fact that the Telicor agreement68

unambiguously allows interconnection at a SPOI.  His complaint is that Ameritech69

Illinois has asked the CLEC to pay for some of the costs that are created by the SPOI70

arrangement, and the CLEC has agreed. His complaint is misplaced for two reasons.71

First, this issue is currently being litigated in two places:  ICC Docket No. 01-061472

in Illinois, and a rulemaking on Intercarrier Compensation at the FCC.  There is73

absolutely no reason to re-litigate the issue in this proceeding.  Second, FCC74

precedents show that this is not a 271 issue.  In two separate proceedings the FCC75

granted 271 applications despite being presented with the same arguments that Dr.76

Zolnierek raises here.77

78

Q. Please describe the on-going proceedings at the Commission and the FCC that79

are addressing the SPOI issue.80

A. In Docket 01-0614, the Commission is investigating the tariff revisions filed by81

Ameritech Illinois to implement the provisions of the new section 13-801 of the82

Illinois Public Utilities Act.  In that proceeding, Dr. Zolnierek urged the Commission83

to rule that Ameritech Illinois may not charge CLECs for the increased transport84

costs it incurs when a CLEC elects to interconnect at a single point within a LATA.85

The ALJ’s Proposed Order was issued on March 8, 2002, and the exceptions briefing86

is completed, so the proceeding is very far along.87

                                                
5 Zolnierek Direct, lines 1181 to 1194.
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The FCC is addressing this identical issue in the rulemaking on Intercarrier88

Compensation.6   Since this issue is being actively addressed, it makes no sense to89

try to resolve the SPOI issue in this 271 docket, especially when there is clear90

precedent that Ameritech Illinois’s position is consistent with 271 requirements.91

92

Q. What prior FCC decisions have already considered the argument made by Dr.93

Zolnierek for purposes of assessing compliance with section 271?94

A. In approval proceedings for the Texas and Pennsylvania 271 applications, CLECs95

claimed that the ILEC’s single point of interconnection per LATA was insufficient96

because the ILEC asked the CLEC to pay the cost of the additional transport97

necessitated by the SPOI.  In each case, the FCC approved the 271 application and98

rejected the CLEC claim.  For example, in footnote 341 of the Pennsylvania 27199

Order,7 the CLECs argued that the SPOI offer was deficient because Verizon100

required CLECs to “bear the cost of Verizon’s transport from Verizon’s designated101

interconnection point (“IP”) which is usually its end office of [sic] tandem, to the102

actual competitive LEC physical point of interconnection (“POI”)”.  The FCC103

rejected this argument, and specifically concluded that “Verizon’s policies do not104

represent a violation of our existing rules” and that “Verizon complies with the clear105

requirement of our rules, i.e., that incumbent LECs provide for a single physical106

point of interconnection per LATA.”8107

108

                                                
6 See Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,  Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime,
CC Docket No. 01-92, 16 F.C.C. Rcd. 9610, 9634-35, 9650-52 (2001).
7 In re: Application of Verizon Pennsylvania, Inc., et al. for Authorization to Provide In-Region,
InterLATA Services In Pennsylvania, 16 F.C.C. Rcd 17419 ¶ 100 & n.341 (2001) (“Pennsylvania 271
Order”).
8 Id. ¶ 100 (emphasis in original).
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Q. What about the Texas case?109

A. In its Texas 271 Order9 the FCC stated: “We note that in SWBT’s interconnection110

agreement with MCI (WorldCom), WorldCom may designate “a single111

interconnection point within a LATA.”  In the footnote to this statement, the FCC112

said:113

Section 1.2.2 of the WorldCom Agreement states:  “MCI (WorldCom) and114

SWBT agree that MCI (WorldCom) may designate, at its option, a115

minimum of one point of interconnection within a single SWBT exchange116

where SWBT facilities are available, or multiple points of interconnection117

within the exchange, for the exchange of all traffic within that exchange.118

If WorldCom desires a single point for interconnection within a LATA,119

SWBT agrees to provide dedicated or common transport to any other120

exchange within a LATA requested by WorldCom, or WorldCom may121

self-provision, or use a third party's facilities.”  (Emphasis added)122

The highlighted statement recognizes that WorldCom is responsible for arranging123

and paying for its own transport to other exchanges.124

125

Q. Does the FCC precedent mean that WorldCom must collocate in the other126

exchanges in the LATA?127

A. No.  The POI may be at a single location and therefore collocation may be in that128

single location.  However, some form of transport must be arranged from that129

collocation to the other exchanges.130

131

                                                
9 In re: Application by SBC Communications Inc., et al.   Pursuant to Section 271 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Service in Texas, 15 F.C.C. Rcd.
18354, ¶ 78 & n.174 (2000) (“Texas 271 Order”).
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Q. Does Ameritech Illinois offer interconnection via a single point of132

interconnection per LATA in its tariff?133

A. Ameritech Illinois proposed a tariff to do this, and that tariff is pending before the134

Commission in Docket 01-0614.  Ameritech Illinois’ proposed tariff clearly states135

that a CLEC “may choose to exchange traffic at a Single POI for the entire LATA”.136

(Proposed Ill. C. C. Tariff No. 20, Part 23, Section 2, Sheet 5.1).  Since Ameritech137

Illinois proposed to include SPOI language in the tariff, and since no party objected138

to addressing the SPOI obligation in the tariff, the tariff that ultimately is approved139

will have SPOI language in it.  To the extent Dr. Zolnierek believes that Ameritech140

Illinois’ SPOI offer needs to be in a tariff, this should address his concerns.141

142

Q. Does the CLEC have total control of the location of the POI?143

A. Yes, as long as it is at a technically feasible point.144

145

Q. Should the CLEC use economic engineering criteria in deciding where to locate146

the POI?147

A. Yes.  While a CLEC may choose to interconnect at a single tandem switch location148

within a LATA by using a single fiber cable, it may not make sense to route all of149

the calls through the tandem switch.  For instance, if a large number of calls are150

destined for end offices that terminate on another tandem switch within the LATA, it151

will likely be more efficient to transport the calls from the POI to the distant tandem152

without going through the first tandem switch.  This will minimize the total amount153

of equipment used to complete the call.  For example, in the following drawing, the154
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CLEC has used a single large optical cable to interconnect at Tandem A.  Calls to155

end offices A, B and C are routed through the switch at Tandem A and use shared156

transport to reach the end offices.  However, calls to end offices X, Y and Z should157

be transported to Tandem B on dedicated transport and switched through Tandem B158

to the sub-tending end offices.  This eliminates the additional switching at Tandem159

A.160

161

Q. Did the FCC eliminate economic considerations from the determination of162

“technically feasible” points of interconnections?163

A. No.  The FCC has said “We find that the 1996 Act bars consideration of costs in164

determining “technically feasible” points of interconnection or access.”10  However,165

it went on to say “of course, a requesting carrier that wishes a ‘technically feasible’166

but expensive interconnection would, pursuant to section 252(d)(1), be required to167

bear the cost of that interconnection, including a reasonable profit.”11168

169

                                                
10 First Report and Order, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996,  11 F.C.C. Rcd 15499 ¶ 199 (1996) (“First Report and Order”).
11 Id. ¶ 199.
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Q. Please summarize your discussion of SPOI.170

A. Ameritech Illinois does offer CLECs the opportunity to physically interconnect at a171

single point within a LATA.  The SPOI architecture causes Ameritech Illinois to172

incur additional transport costs.  Whether or not those additional costs should be paid173

for, in part, by the CLECs is an issue pending before the Commission and the FCC,174

and should not be re-litigated here.  For purposes of this proceeding, the FCC has175

already ruled that it does not affect checklist compliance.176

177

B. Tandem Exhaust Policy/Direct End Office Trunking178

179
Q. What is this issue and who raises it?180

A. Mr. Noorani of AT&T objects to Ameritech Illinois’ desire that CLECs establish181

direct trunks to end offices (i.e., “direct trunk”) when traffic between the CLEC and182

that Ameritech Illinois end office reaches a DS1’s worth of traffic.12  In particular,183

he alleges that Ameritech Illinois is prevented from asking CLECs to do this because184

of the SPOI requirement discussed above.185

186

Q. Why does Ameritech Illinois believe that CLECs should establish direct187

trunking to end offices?188

A. This is simply a good engineering practice.  If all traffic from a CLEC is routed to a189

single Ameritech Illinois switch, that switch will reach capacity (i.e. “exhaust”) more190

rapidly.  This is especially true in cases where the call is destined for an Ameritech191

                                                
12 Noorani Direct, pages 13-15.
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Illinois end user served by a different switch, because in that case the call ends up192

being switched two or three times.  This is an unnecessary and wasteful use of193

switching capacity.  If the call is direct trunked to the end office, the call will only194

need to be switched once – not two or three times.195

196

Q. Is Ameritech Illinois prevented from asking CLECs to do this because of the197

SPOI requirement?198

A. No, it is not.  The SPOI provision only requires Ameritech Illinois to establish a199

single point of interconnection, i.e., a single point within a LATA where the physical200

facilities of Ameritech Illinois and the CLEC connect to each other.  It does not, as201

Mr. Noorani contends, require that all traffic flowing from the CLEC to Ameritech202

Illinois be trunked (i.e., “routed”) to a single Ameritech Illinois switch.203

204

Q. What is the difference between the physical facilities that connect the networks205

of two carriers and the “trunks” that are established over those physical206

facilities?207

A. A trunk is a service provisioned jointly between two switches.  It includes trunk208

circuit packs in each switch.  A “trunk” sets up a call path that rides over a physical209

facility.  Typically one “trunk” uses a single time slot of a DS1 facility, which can210

have up to 24 time slots or voice grade capable communication paths on it.  The211

DS1, in turn may be part of a DS3 facility, which can have 28 DS1s (672 voice grade212

paths). As telephone switches are computers, the physical facility may be thought of213

as hardware, and the trunk as software.  Thus to make these trunks capable of214

communicating with each other, the trunks must be programmed in the switches at215
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each end.  A single trunk may be transported over several physical facilities between216

switch locations.217

218

Q. Once again, why is direct trunking consistent with the SPOI requirement?219

A. Because it does not require the CLEC to establish a physical POI at the end office; it220

simply requires the CLEC to provide an efficient trunking arrangement from the POI221

to the end office by properly equipping and programming its switch.  Again, the222

most efficient arrangement is usually a high usage-alternate routing trunking223

architecture using direct trunks and shared transport trunks.224

225

Q. Mr. Noorani believes that the tandem exhaust issue is simply an attempt to lend226

some legitimacy to a proposal that is designed to harm CLECs.13  Is this true?227

A. No.  Ameritech Illinois’ desire to limit tandem exhaust is simply good engineering228

policy.  No one benefits from the exhaust of a tandem switch.  The installation of an229

additional switch results in additional costs for Ameritech Illinois and the CLECs.  It230

is inefficient to run all traffic for a LATA through a tandem switch.  Good231

engineering planning recognizes that there is a point where direct trunking is more232

efficient than tandem switching.  For example, when a trunk group is established233

between two switching offices through a tandem switch, four switch trunk234

terminations, four multiplex/de-multiplex systems and two SS7 signaling links are235

required.  If direct trunking is used, the quantities of equipment are cut in half.  In236

order to handle more than 24 trunks, good engineering practices would dictate that237

high-usage, alternate routing trunking should be used.  This would provide238
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protection for peak traffic use of the route and efficient use of facilities and239

equipment.240

241

Q. Has the Commission ever addressed the issue of whether tandem exhaust is a242

concern in Illinois?243

A. Yes.  In the May 1, 2001 order in the Ameritech Illinois/Verizon Wireless arbitration244

(Docket 01-0007), page 6, the Commission specifically found that “tandem exhaust245

is a significant problem in Illinois”.246

247

Q. Mr. Noorani asserts that Ameritech Illinois does not comply with its transit248

obligations because it requests CLECs to direct trunk to other carriers when249

traffic volumes justify.14  Do the same engineering concepts apply to traffic that250

a CLEC desires to transit through an Ameritech Illinois tandem switch to a251

third carrier?252

A. Yes.  While Ameritech Illinois does routinely transit traffic for interconnected253

CLECs, when traffic levels between one carrier and another carrier reach 24 DS0s (1254

DS1’s worth of traffic), Ameritech Illinois requests those carriers subtending an255

Ameritech Illinois tandem to establish either Direct End Office Trunk Groups256

(“DEOTs”) to Ameritech Illinois end office(s), or direct trunks to the other carrier(s).257

DEOTs “bypass” (i.e., do not switch at) the tandem office and are an effective means258

of extending the viable life of each tandem resource. This expectation is no different259

than how Ameritech Illinois conducts business within its own network to preserve260

                                                                                                                                                
13 Noorani Direct, page 15, lines 20-22.
14 Id., pages 19 and 20.
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tandem resources.261

262

Q. Does Dr. Zolnierek15 accurately describe Ameritech Illinois' position on263

transiting?264

A. No.  He confuses two distinct concepts.  First, it is undisputed that Ameritech Illinois265

will act as the transit provider, i.e., accept traffic from one carrier and deliver it to266

another carrier.  That obligation is included in Ameritech Illinois’ GIA, as Dr.267

Zolnierek recognizes at line 1008 of his testimony.268

Second, it is possible that a CLEC would want to act as a transiting carrier between a269

CLEC and Ameritech Illinois.270

271

Q. What is Dr. Zolnierek’s concern with this second scenario?272

A. He says that Ameritech Illinois' position is that "it will not accept third party local273

traffic delivered to it by an interconnected carrier".16   This is not correct.  Ameritech274

Illinois can and does accept third party local traffic from interconnecting carriers.275

Transiting is also addressed in certain Ameritech Illinois tariffs.  I will note that there276

may be a disagreement on a purely legal issue of whether Ameritech Illinois is277

required by federal law to provide transiting services.  Ameritech Illinois contends278

that it is not.  This dispute is beside the point because Ameritech Illinois clearly does279

offer to accept this type of traffic.280

281

                                                
15 Zolnierek Direct, lines 1006-1104.
16 Id., lines 1043-1044.
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III. CHECKLIST ITEM (ii):282

283

NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO NETWORK ELEMENTS284

A.  Network Interface Devices (“NIDs”)285

Q. What is the issue concerning this checklist item and who raises it?286

A. Mr. Rod Cox, on behalf of McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc. and287

TDS Metrocom, Inc., complains that Ameritech Illinois has not installed NIDs at288

many customer premises17 and does not always properly tag loops at NIDs and289

demarcs.18290

291

Q. Please respond.292

A. Many older locations do not have a new type of NID installed on the outside of the293

premises.  However, all locations have some form of demarcation to separate the294

outside wire from the inside wire.  This demarcation point would be considered the295

NID until a visit by an Ameritech Illinois technician or request by a customer to296

place a NID device on the outside of the premises.  As discussed in paragraph 81 of297

my initial affidavit, as a result of discussions with the CLECs in collaboratives19 and298

the Ameritech CLEC User Forum, Ameritech Illinois has agreed to procedures for299

moving internal NIDs outdoors.  These procedures were introduced in a January 23,300

2001 Accessible Letter CLECAM01-016.  Ameritech Illinois will move an internal301

                                                
17 Direct Testimony of Rod Cox, Senior Manager of Performance and Compliance at McLeodUSA
Telecommunications Services, Inc., filed March 20, 2002, lines 169-171 (“Cox Direct”).
18 Id. lines 452-469.
19 The collaboratives resulted from issues raised in Wisconsin in Docket 6720-TI-160.
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         “protector” or “station block” (which are defined as a grandfathered demarcation302

point that contains a non-jacked end (RJ11 or RJ21) type device) to an external303

location with a RJ-type device at no charge to the CLEC.  Ameritech Illinois will304

perform such work if it makes a customer premise visit for any reason (other than a305

CLEC work order discussed below).  The protector or station block will be replaced306

with an RJ-jacked type device on an external location and Ameritech Illinois will307

reconnect the new device to the customer’s existing inside wire.  Ameritech Illinois308

will move a working internal NID to an external location at Ameritech Illinois’309

existing time and material charges on a nondiscriminatory basis for retail and310

wholesale customers if the CLEC places an order for such work.  Ameritech Illinois311

waived such charges for CLEC-requested NID moves until July 31, 2001.312

313

Q. Why does Ameritech Illinois “tag” loops at the NID?314

A. The UNE loop provided by Ameritech Illinois runs from the central office to the end315

user’s premises, where it terminates at a network interface device, or “NID”.  In316

multi-unit buildings there are multiple loops that terminate in the NID.  The CLEC317

needs to know which individual loop has been activated for its use so that the CLEC318

can provide service from the NID to the unit of its end user.319

320

Q. What information does Ameritech Illinois provide to identify the individual321

loop?322

A. Ameritech Illinois provides “binding post” information.  The “binding post” is the323

location on a terminal block where an individual loop is present.  For example, there324
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may be 100 loops that terminate at a location on a terminal block and each one will325

have a different “binding post” number.326

327

Q. How does Ameritech Illinois get the binding post information to a CLEC?328

A. When a technician is dispatched to the customer location, Ameritech Illinois329

physically “tags” the NID with a little card that has the binding post information on330

it.  When no dispatch is made, Ameritech Illinois transmits the binding post331

information to the CLECs by fax.332

333

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Cox’s allegation that, on occasion, Ameritech334

Illinois has not properly provided this information to McLeodUSA?335

A. Mr. Cox did not provide in his testimony sufficient information about the incident336

for me to respond in detail.  The Ameritech Illinois account team that supports337

McLeodUSA informs me that in March, McLeodUSA provided a list of examples of338

February installations for investigation.  However, in order to properly investigate339

this issue, Ameritech Illinois will need more current examples.  Ameritech Illinois’340

Account Manager has offered to accept individual events on a real time basis to341

allow investigation of this complaint.342

The investigation of this matter has produced one development that should improve343

service.  During the investigation it was discovered that the fax number being used344

by Ameritech Illinois to fax “binding post” information to McLeodUSA was345

incorrect.  That information has been corrected in Ameritech Illinois’ records.346

347
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B.  Network Outage Notification.348

Q. What is the issue and who raises it?349

A. Mr. Piticavong complains that Ameritech Illinois does not sort its notifications of350

network outage to show which CLECs are affected.20351

352

Q. Is Mr. Piticavong correct?353

A. Mr. Piticavong is correct that we do not “sort” network outage notices, but he is354

wrong to suggest that this is a problem.  Currently, if there is an outage, Ameritech355

Illinois informs all CLECs that use equipment and facilities in an affected location.356

This approach allows for fast notice to all carriers that might be concerned, and it is357

the only practicable method because Ameritech Illinois does not maintain detailed358

lists of every facility or piece of equipment used by individual CLECs.  (In fact, I359

suspect CLECs would complain if it did.)  As a result, it is not feasible to quickly360

determine exactly which CLECs may be affected by an outage.361

Ameritech Illinois gave CLECs ample opportunity to suggest a different362

procedure, but they did not.  Ameritech Illinois developed its network outage363

notification based upon the input from CLECs during the Performance Measurement364

Collaboratives in 2000.  At that time Ameritech Illinois agreed to notify CLECs of365

planned and unplanned network outages by e-mail.  Accessible Letter CLECAM00-366

087, dated August 23, 2000, notified the CLECs that they could register for this367

service.  CLECS were reminded in November 2001 (Accessible Letter CLECAM01-368

370) and again in March 2002 (Accessible Letter CLECAM02-082) of the369

                                                
20 Direct Testimony of Jack Piticavong on Behalf of RCN Telecom Services of Illinois, Inc., filed on
March 20, 2002, page 8 (“Piticavong Direct”).
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procedures used for notification of planned and unplanned network outages.  RCN is370

the only CLEC to now complain about the procedure.371

372

Q. Is the same method of notification of network outages used in SWBT states373

where the FCC has approved 271 applications?374

A. Yes, Accessible Letter CLEC00-083 announced the email notification system for375

Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma and Texas in April 2000.376

377

Q. Mr. Piticavong also complains that in 2001 RCN did not receive downtime or378

restoral notification of several power outages.21  Please comment.379

A. RCN submitted its request to be included on the network outage notification380

distribution list on July 26, 2001.  My investigation of this issue following that date381

identified a single case of power outage in a remote digital loop carrier site382

associated with the Superior central office in Chicago.  There were two failures of383

the power converters on the same day. Due to insufficient internal communication,384

the proper process for notifying CLECs was not correctly implemented and a385

notification was not sent to the CLECs. The workgroups responsible for386

implementing the notification process have now been advised of the correct387

procedure to follow in such instances. The correct notification process was fully388

implemented October 2001.389

390

                                                
21 Id. at 8.
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Q. Please respond to Mr. Piticavong’s claim that no one in the Ameritech Illinois391

organization could provide any information concerning Restoral time for this392

incident.22393

A. Mr. Piticavong provides no information as to whom he tried to contact.  However,394

the Ameritech Illinois maintenance organization was aware of this outage and the395

repair centers were made aware.  While it is not always possible to know how long it396

is going to take to correct a problem, if RCN had contacted its account manager, the397

best information available would have been provided.398

399

C.  BFR Process400

Q. What is the BFR issue, and who raises it.401

A. Dr. Zolnierek of the Staff claims that Ameritech Illinois does not provide a sufficient402

process to make available “newly defined UNEs”.  In particular, he criticizes the403

bona fide request (“BFR”) process that Ameritech Illinois offers to CLECs to obtain404

access to UNEs that do not currently exist.23405

406

Q. Has the FCC set any standards for a BFR process to make “newly defined”407

UNEs available?408

A. No.  In fact, this is not a checklist item at all.  First, it is important to note that the409

time frames in the BFR are not “UNE provisioning intervals”24 as Dr. Zolnierek410

describes them.  I certainly would agree with him that once a network element has411

                                                
22 Id. at 9.
23 Zolnierek Direct, lines 2054-2117.
24 Id. lines 2247-2248.
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          been defined and is in effect, for most UNEs it would be “hard to fathom a412

provisioning interval of four months.”25  But the BFR process has nothing to do with413

UNE provisioning or checklist item 2. The FCC only requires that a 271 applicant414

demonstrate that it is making available all network elements required by then415

effective FCC unbundling rules.  For example, in the Texas application, it was not416

necessary to demonstrate compliance with all aspects of the UNE Remand Order417

because some of those rules were not in effect when the application was filed.  The418

FCC stated that “[F]or purpose of evaluating compliance with checklist item 2, we419

require SWBT to demonstrate that it is currently in compliance with rules in effect420

on the date of the filing, but do not require SWBT to demonstrate that it complies421

with rules that become effective during the pendency of its application”.26  Because422

the BFR process by definition deals with requests that are not required by effective423

FCC unbundling rules, it has no relevance to checklist item 2, which is limited to424

access to UNEs in effect.  In any event, I would note that the FCC has approved425

section 271 applications filed by Ameritech Illinois affiliates in five states (Texas,426

Kansas and Oklahoma, Arkansas and Missouri) that offered BFR intervals identical427

to those offered by Ameritech Illinois.428

429

Q. Has the ICC set any standards for the BFR process?430

A. This Commission has, in several orders, authorized the use of the BFR process as an431

appropriate mechanism for the Company to identify new unbundled network432

elements.  In the AT&T arbitration, for example, the Commission was called upon to433

                                                
25 Id.
26 Texas 271 Order, ¶ 28.
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decide the appropriate time period for Ameritech Illinois to respond to a BFR with a434

preliminary analysis.  The Commission found that the thirty-day period was435

reasonable.27  In the SCC arbitration, the Commission likewise examined the BFR436

process and found that it was appropriately used.28  In the TDS arbitration, the437

Commission was once again called upon to decide a BFR issue – and again affirmed438

that the BFR is an appropriate process.29  The overwhelming precedent in Illinois439

recognizes and approves of the BFR process as an appropriate mechanism.440

441

Q. Dr. Zolnierek mentions that the BFR process is an issue in Docket 01-0614.  Is442

it?443

A. Yes, but in a very different context.  The issue in Docket 01-0614 involves the444

narrow question of whether the BFR process is sufficient to allow CLECs to request445

“ordinarily combined” UNEs under section 13-801(d) of the Illinois Public Utilities446

Act.  It does not involve the issue that Dr. Zolnierek wants to raise here; i.e., whether447

the BFR process fairly allows CLECs an opportunity to request UNEs that do not448

currently exist.   The ALJ’s Proposed Order in that Docket found that Ameritech449

Illinois’ BFR proposal was acceptable, with some modifications.450

451

                                                
27 Nov. 26, 1996 Order, AT&T Arbitration, ICC Docket Nos. 96-AB-003/96-AB-004 (Consol.), at
50.
28 March 21, 2001 Order, SCC Arbitration, ICC Docket No. 00-0769 at 15-16.
29 Aug. 8, 2001 Order, TDS Arbitration, ICC Docket No. 01-0338, at 23.
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V. CHECKLIST ITEM (vi): LOCAL SWITCHING452

453

A.  Customized Routing for OS/DA454

Q. What is the issue and who raises it?455

A. Mr. Caputo, on behalf of WorldCom, claims that Ameritech Illinois does not qualify456

for 271 relief because Ameritech Illinois has not proven that it can provide a457

workable version of customized routing.30458

459

Q. How do you respond?460

A. Mr. Caputo is incorrect.  As discussed starting at paragraph 184 of my Affidavit, the461

FCC has approved 271 applications for several states that offer the same type of462

custom calling arrangements as is being offered in Illinois.  In fact, since my initial463

affidavit was filed, the FCC has approved the same type of customized routing464

arrangements for Arkansas and Missouri.31465

466

Q. Mr. Caputo says that Ameritech Illinois should be aware of WorldCom’s467

interest in customized routing over FGD trunks.  Has WorldCom actually468

placed an order for customized routing based upon its requirements in Illinois?469

A. No.  Despite Mr. Caputo’s claims that Ameritech Illinois should be aware of470

WorldCom’s desires, WorldCom has not used the Bona Fide Request provision of its471

interconnection agreement to request a special form of customized routing.  This472

                                                
30 Direct Testimony of Edward J. Caputo Filed On Behalf of WorldCom, Inc. WorldCom Exhibit
No. 5.0, filed March 20, 2003, lines 129-130 (“Caputo Direct”).
31  In re: Joint Application by SBC Communications Inc.  et al. Pursuant to Section 271 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Arkansas and Missouri, 16
F.C.C. Rcd 20719, ¶116 (2001) (“Arkansas & Missouri 271 Order”).
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impairs Ameritech Illinois’ ability to perform a technical evaluation, because473

Ameritech Illinois does not know the precise requirements that WorldCom may474

have. Moreover, Ameritech Illinois should not have to devote resources to evaluate475

this possibility if WorldCom is not genuinely interested enough to submit a formal476

request.477

478

Q. Why is it important that WorldCom actually order its preferred method of479

customized routing of OS/DA traffic over FGD trunks?480

A. Ameritech Illinois already offers two types of customized routing for OS/DA – AIN481

and Line Class Code (“LCC”).  If CLECs are sincerely interested in obtaining still482

other types of customized routing, they need to use the established process to submit483

a bona fide request so that Ameritech Illinois can evaluate the precise features the484

CLEC is looking for.  In the Second Louisiana 271 Order32 the FCC recognized that485

CLECs are obligated to make specific requests for the type of customized routing486

that WorldCom desires.33487

488

Q. What would Ameritech Illinois do if WorldCom submitted a Bona Fide Request489

for customized routing designed to meets its specific needs in Illinois?490

A. Ameritech Illinois would accept the BFR, evaluate the request, and if the request491

were technically feasible, Ameritech Illinois would develop a cost proposal and492

present it to WorldCom for its acceptance.493

494

                                                
32 In re: Application by BellSouth Corporation  et al. for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA
Services in Louisiana, 13 F.C.C. Rcd. 20599, ¶ 226 (1998) (“Second Louisiana 271 Order”).
33 Id., ¶ 226.
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Q. What would Ameritech Illinois charge WorldCom for conducting a preliminary495

analysis on such a request?496

A. The CLEC submitting a BFR has the option of paying a fixed rate of $2,000 at the497

time the request is submitted, or it may elect to pay the actual expenses incurred by498

Ameritech Illinois.499

500

Q. Based on what you know so far about customized routing on FGD trunks, is it501

technically feasible?502

A. I do not know if anyone can fully answer that question.  Pacific Bell has done some503

testing using a line class code arrangement in California.  However, WorldCom504

witness Caputo stated in California that WorldCom has no proposed solution for505

Nortel switches to custom route WorldCom's OS traffic.  He said, "We have been506

working on coming up with a proposed solution from Nortel although we don't have507

one at this point in time."34  Therefore, WorldCom does not appear to have a508

technically feasible method of providing customized routing on FGD trunks for all509

switches.  Ameritech Illinois also uses Siemens central office switches and no test510

has been conducted on this type of switch.  In addition, the test in California revealed511

problems in developing the records necessary for proper billing to occur.512

513

Q Mr. Caputo alleges that Ameritech Illinois AIN customized routing solution is514

untested.35  How do you respond?515

                                                
34 Arbitration hearing in Application 01-01-010, The Application of Pacific Bell for Arbitration of an
Interconnection Agreement with MCImetro., Mr. Caputo (for MCIm), Tr. Vol. 9, p. 862.
35 Caputo Direct, lines 170-171.
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A. Mr. Caputo is incorrect.  The AIN programming used for customized routing of516

operator services and directory assistance calls is the same programming that is used517

in Illinois to route local calls over shared transport.  Therefore, this program was518

tested in the lab and in the field before being deployed for actual use.519

520

Q. Mr. Caputo says that your testimony that “line class code” customized routing521

is available is inconsistent with the testimony of another SBC witness in522

Missouri, Mr. Kirksey.36  How do you respond?523

A. Mr. Caputo is confusing a workable version of customized routing using line class524

codes with his vision of customized routing using FGD trunks.  Mr. Kirksey testified525

in Missouri that he did not believe line class code-based customized routing to526

Feature Group D trunks, as requested by WorldCom, would work.  I stated that527

customized routing of OS/DA calls was offered using line class codes and AIN.  In528

fact customized routing of operator services and directory assistance calls is being529

used by at least one CLEC in California using line class codes.  Customized routing530

of directory assistance calls is also being used in Texas.531

532

Q. Mr. Caputo contends that BellSouth was denied 271 relief in Louisiana because533

it does not provide customized routing.37  Is that relevant?534

A. The FCC did deny Bell South’s application partially on the basis of Customized535

routing.  However, it was because Bell South had not developed its AIN option and536

because Bell South’s LCC method required manual processes for ordering.38  That537

                                                
36 Id., lines 171-177.
37 Id., lines 250-268
38 Second Louisiana 271 Order, ¶¶  222 and 225.
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circumstance does not apply here, so the comparison Mr. Caputo makes is simply538

wrong.539

The pertinent (and more recent) FCC orders are for the SWBT states.  As I noted540

above, subsequent to the Second Louisiana 271 Order, the FCC specifically found541

that the type of customized routing offered in Texas satisfied the requirements of542

271.  The FCC found “that SWBT meets its obligation to provide the customized543

routing function, because SWBT provides, at fixed prices, terms, and conditions, the544

routing system SWBT itself uses, and makes LCC available, upon request, as545

well.”39  This is the same type of customized routing offered by Ameritech Illinois.546

547

Staff Comments548

Q. Did the ICC Staff comment on customized routing?549

A. Yes.  Jeffery Hoagg recommended that Ameritech Illinois be required to modify its550

tariff to include customized routing using AIN.40  This general issue of whether551

Ameritech Illinois is required under 271 to tariff its offerings is addressed in the552

testimony of Ameritech Illinois witness Rhonda Johnson.553

554

                                                
39 Texas 271 Order, ¶ 341,
40 Direct Testimony of Jeffery H. Hoagg, Policy Department, Telecommunications Division, Illinois
Commerce Commission, filed on March 20, 2002, line 1576 (“Hoagg Direct”).
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B.   Secure Switch Features555

Q. Dr. Zolnierek states that checklist item 6 requires Ameritech Illinois to offer all556

features that are “loaded” on a switch, even if that feature is not available for557

Ameritech Illinois to use.41   Do you agree?558

A. No.  My disagreement stems from Dr. Zolnierek’s misunderstanding of what features559

are “loaded” on a switch.  Switch vendors offer features in “packages” that560

Ameritech Illinois may or may not purchase when it installs a switch.  If Ameritech561

Illinois does not purchase a package, those features may technically be in the switch,562

but Ameritech Illinois cannot use them for itself or its customers.  Some vendors563

design the software so that some features may be buried in the software, but are not564

available until activated by a password.  This password must be purchased from the565

vendor.  Other vendors require you to order the feature packages and install them566

like a new program on a computer.  A feature cannot be consider  “loaded” in the567

switch if Ameritech Illinois does not have access to that feature and cannot use it.568

569

Q. What would be the impact of Dr. Zolnierek’s theory?570

A. If it was adopted by the FCC, no ILEC could have “secure” switch features any571

more.  ILECs would have to pay vendors up front for all features designed into a572

software release by the vendors – whether or not the ILEC believed that the feature573

had any value.  This result would serve no one’s interest and would only prevent574

ILECs and switch vendors from realizing the efficiencies of the current practice.  In575

effect, a switch vendor could design features that no one desired and load them into a576

switch and the ILEC would be required to pay for it.577

                                                
41 Zolnierek Direct, page 145, lines 3273- 3350.
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578

Q. Does Ameritech Illinois deny the CLECs access to these hidden or non-loaded579

features?580

A. No.  Ameritech Illinois makes them available through the Bona Fide Request581

Process.582

583

Q. Dr. Zolnierek states that he sees no need for Ameritech Illinois to be concerned584

about interaction of features.42  Is he correct?585

A. No.  He seems to believe that the switch vendors would design features in such a586

way that there would be no risk of adverse feature interaction.  Unfortunately, this is587

not true.  Part of the documentation on each switch is a set of feature interaction588

documents.  Included in each of these is a list of known interactions with other589

features.  In some cases, the interactions negate the possibility of offering both590

features in the same switch.  For example, certain forms of distinctive ringing cannot591

be combined with Caller ID because the distinctive ringing feature reduces the592

interval between the ringing cycles in such a way that there is insufficient time to593

transmit the Caller ID information to the customer CPE.  An AIN trigger, such as the594

“Off Hook Immediate” trigger causes the switch to take action as soon as the calling595

telephone goes off hook.  This could interfere with the application of features that596

require the dialing of a special code before placing a call.  (For example, dialing the597

code to block the delivery of the calling number.)  Without a complete examination598

of a new feature to be added to a switch, the service of existing customers could be599

                                                
42 Id. at 146, lines 3331 through 3335.
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          adversely affected.600

601

Q. Dr. Zolnierek states that Ameritech Illinois has already included the costs of the602

features in its cost estimates and that charging for activation of new features603

would amount to double recovery.43  Is this correct?604

A. I do not believe that it is.  Since Ameritech Illinois has not paid for the secure605

features, those costs could not have been included in Ameritech Illinois’ rates for606

unbundled local switching.  It must be remembered that CLECs have access to all of607

the features on a switch that Ameritech Illinois has already paid for.  The BFR608

process is only required when a CLEC requests features that are not paid for and609

activated at the CLEC’s request.610

611

V. CHECKLIST ITEM (x):612

ACCESS TO DATABASES AND ASSOCIATED SIGNALING613

614

A.  CNAM Database615

Q. What issues are raised concerning access to the Customer Name and Address616

(“CNAM”) database?617

A. There are three issues.618

1. The direct testimony of Rahul Dedhiya, filed on behalf of RCN Telcom619

Services of Illinois, Inc., claims that Ameritech Illinois treats CLECs differently620

than its own retail customers when providing Caller ID with Name service.621

                                                
43 Id., lines 3341-3343.
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2. Mr. Lehmkuhl, on behalf of WorldCom claims that Ameritech Illinois is622

required to provide full or batch access to the CNAM database in a download623

format.624

3. Mr. Lehmkuhl also complains about certain ported numbers that allegedly were625

not included in Ameritech Illinois’ CNAM database.626

627

1.  RCN Complaint – Display of CNAM Information628

Q. Please elaborate on the first issue.629

A. Rahul Dedhiya claims that Ameritech Illinois customers that receive calls from630

Verizon customers always have the “caller ID with name” information displayed,631

whereas RCN customers that receive a call from that same Verizon customer may632

get an “out of area” message displayed on their caller ID screen. 44633

634

Q. Is Ameritech Illinois responsible for any differences that occur along these635

lines?636

A. No.  Any such differences are solely attributable to RCN’s network and to the third637

party database vendors that RCN uses.638

639

Q. Does Ameritech Illinois provide Caller ID with Name service to RCN or its640

customers?641

A. No, Ameritech Illinois does not provide Caller ID with Name service to RCN or its642

                                                
44 Direct Testimony of Rahul Dedhiya on behalf of RCN Telcom Services of Illinois, Inc., filed as
RCN Exhibit 2.0 on March 20, 2002, at 2 (“Dedhiya Direct”).
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          customers or the customers of any switch-based CLEC.  In addition, Ameritech643

Illinois does not launch calling name (“CNAM”) queries for RCN’s network or644

customers as described by Mr. Dedhiya.45  RCN launches its own CNAM queries. In645

addition, Ameritech Illinois does not generate the CNAM response messages that646

may be returned from third-party CNAM databases.647

648

Q. What does Ameritech Illinois do in the provision of the access to the CNAM649

database?650

A. Ameritech Illinois routes and transports those CNAM queries made by RCN to the651

appropriate database.  Ameritech Illinois also routes and transports the CNAM652

response messages it receives back for RCN from distant CNAM databases (i.e.,653

Ameritech Illinois doesn’t create those responses).654

655

Q. Do RCN and Ameritech Illinois offer their customers the same type of Caller ID656

with Name service?657

A. It is my understanding that they do not.  Ameritech Illinois offers its customers a658

proprietary version of Caller ID with Name service that is based on Advanced659

Intelligent Network (“AIN”) architecture and requires the use of special software660

that was developed by Ameritech Illinois.  RCN offers a version of Caller ID with661

Name that is defined by Telcordia Technologies document GR-1188 and does not662

use AIN architecture.663

664

                                                
45 Id., at 2.
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Q. Do GR-1188 queries always result in the return of either a calling name or a665

state identifier?666

A. No.  There are a number of things that can occur that would prevent the return of667

either caller or state name information.  The following examples identify the most668

common reasons, but are not a complete list:669

•  There may be no name in the CNAM database operated by the calling party’s670

carrier.  In this case there may be no response from the CNAM database, or the671

CNAM database may transmit “UNAVAILABLE”, or something similar.672

•  The carrier serving the calling party may not operate a CNAM database or may673

not have selected a CNAM database in which to store its data.  In these cases the674

CNAM query will never reach a database, and therefore, there may never be a675

response back to the switch, so the customer CPE will receive the name676

“unavailable or out of area” indication from the switch.677

•  The carrier launching the query may not have the needed business agreement to678

authorize its traffic on either the interconnecting SS7 network(s) or the database679

on which the name resides.  As a result, these third party networks may block the680

carrier’s queries or responses.  Again, in these cases, there will be no response to681

the switch, so the customer CPE will receive the name “unavailable or out of682

area” indication from the switch.683

•  If the response does not reach the switch before the second ringing cycle starts, it684

will not be able to be transmitted to the customer.  The customer CPE will receive685

the name “unavailable or out of area” indication from the switch.686

•  If the carrier owning the switch launching the query does not have its switch687

translated properly to respond to test messages from the CNAM database or the688
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interconnecting signaling networks, the CNAM database may stop689

sending/transporting response messages to that switch. 46  The customer CPE will690

receive the name “unavailable or out of area” indication from the switch.691

692

Q. Is Ameritech Illinois’ proprietary version of Caller ID with Name superior to693

that used by RCN?694

A. Yes.  The Caller ID with Name service Ameritech Illinois provides to its customers695

is based on AIN technology that is different than the technology used to support GR-696

1188 queries.697

The result of this proprietary service design logic is that Ameritech Illinois’ Caller698

ID with Name customers will always see either a Customer Name or State Name if699

the caller’s telephone number is present.700

701

Q. Is this an issue of nondiscriminatory access to Ameritech Illinois’ CNAM call-702

related database?703

A. No.  This is an issue related to RCN’s and Ameritech Illinois’ ability to access the704

CNAM databases of third parties.  The example RCN uses is about a call originating705

from the state of Maryland.  First, Ameritech Illinois does not provide local service706

in Maryland.  Second, Ameritech Illinois does not store in its CNAM database the707

calling name information associated with any end user in Maryland.708

Nevertheless, the ability of RCN to reach a third-party CNAM database is exactly709

                                                
46 SS7 signaling networks have a capability called subsystem responses status test whereby they
confirm the status of their transmission paths.  If the SS7 network notifies the Service Control Point (SCP)
that there has been an inability to deliver a response, the SCP will stop sending responses and begin
sending “are you there” test messages.  The SCP will not begin database responses (including CNAM
responses) until it gets a positive acknowledgment from the query-originating switch.
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 the same as Ameritech Illinois’ ability, provided RCN has established the710

appropriate business relationships with third-party network(s) and database711

providers.  As discussed above, if Ameritech Illinois has a business agreement in712

place to query the database selected for the specific calling party, Ameritech Illinois713

would launch a GR-1188 Query and that query would route through the network714

exactly the same as does RCN’s GR-1188 query (because they use the exact same715

STPs, translation type, and routing tables).716

717

Q. Has Ameritech Illinois discussed the differences in the CNAM services with718

RCN?719

A. Ameritech Illinois has repeatedly told RCN that Ameritech Illinois provides its own720

customers a proprietary Caller ID with Name service that differs from the GR-1188721

version used by RCN, and that Ameritech Illinois does not believe that it is under722

any obligation to provide this proprietary service logic to RCN.  Ameritech Illinois723

has told RCN that the name information displayed to their customers is not solely724

determined by the performance of the signaling routing and transport services725

Ameritech Illinois performs on RCN’s behalf.  If RCN generates a CNAM query,726

which Ameritech Illinois routes, and for which a response is received, which727

Ameritech Illinois also routes, and which is received by RCN’s switch, their728

customer may still see “unavailable or out of area” based on the translations and729

timing in RCN’s switch.  RCN has been unwilling or unable to understand the730

difference between the AIN-based Caller ID with Name and GR-1188-based Caller731

ID with Name as well as the signaling routing and transport service that is provided732

by Ameritech Illinois to RCN.  RCN’s assertion that Ameritech Illinois is not733
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meeting its obligations to them based solely on the differences seen by our respective734

customers is misguided and incorrect.735

Where RCN provides specific information, Ameritech Illinois will investigate and736

where necessary make corrections to our signal routing and transport capabilities.737

That is in Ameritech Illinois’ best interest, since it uses the same signal routing and738

transport to other distant CNAM databases that is used for RCN.  If there is a739

problem in the Ameritech Illinois signal routing and transport that would impair740

RCN’s Caller ID with Name services, it would also impair Ameritech Illinois’741

CNAM services.742

743

Q. If RCN deployed an AIN-based Caller ID with Name service, would they be744

able to build it such that it would provide comparable results to Ameritech745

Illinois’ Caller ID with Name service?746

A. Yes.  Ameritech Illinois is obligated to provide access to its AIN service creation747

logic that would allow RCN to build a comparable service.  However, RCN would748

first have to deploy switch-based AIN capabilities that would generate an AIN query749

to the AIN SCP rather than a GR-1188 query that is directed to an STP.750

Alternatively, RCN might also obtain AIN SCP or comparable functionality from751

various third party suppliers.752

753

Q. Is RCN’s issue properly related to access to Ameritech Illinois’ unbundled754

network elements?755

A. No.  As discussed above, RCN’s issue has nothing to do with access to Ameritech756

Illinois’ Calling Name Information or any other Ameritech Illinois unbundled757
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network element.  RCN’s issue has everything to do with RCN’s access to the758

network and database capabilities of other companies, as well as RCN’s own759

platform choices.760

761

2.  WorldCom Complaint – CNAM Database Download762

Q. What is WorldCom’s issue on the CNAM database download?763

A. WorldCom claims that Ameritech Illinois imposes an unreasonable restriction on764

access to its CNAM database by limiting it only to “per query” access.  In addition,765

WorldCom claims that Ameritech Illinois’ refusal to provide WorldCom “batch”766

access to CNAM, as opposed to the more limited “per query” access, violates the767

requirements of Checklist Item 10.47768

769

Q. As an initial matter, is the download of the entire CNAM database a UNE as770

claimed by Mr. Lehmkuhl on behalf of WorldCom?48771

A. No.  The Telecommunications Act of 1996 requires nondiscriminatory access to772

databases and associated signaling necessary for call routing and completion.  In the773

UNE Remand Order (¶ 402) the FCC stated:774

We find that, as a general matter, requesting carriers’ ability to provide the775

services they seek to offer is impaired without unbundled access to the776

incumbent LECs’ call-related databases.  Thus, we require incumbent777

LECs, upon request, to provide nondiscriminatory access to their call-778

                                                
47 Direct Testimony Of Michael Lehmkuhl On Behalf of WorldCom, Inc., filed as WorldCom
Exhibit No. 4.0 on March 20, 2002, at19 (“Lehmkuhl Direct”).
48 Id., at 15.
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related databases on an unbundled basis, for the purpose of switch query779

and database response through the SS7 network.49 (emphasis added)780

From this language it is clear that what Ameritech Illinois must do is provide781

“access” to the CNAM database on a “query” basis “through the SS7 network.”782

783

Q. How do you respond to WorldCom’s claim that it is entitled to download the784

entire CNAM database as a UNE?785

A. WorldCom’s position, that the underlying database (that is, the data itself) is a UNE786

and must be handed over in a “batch”, has no basis in law or fact.  As discussed787

above, the FCC did not define the data as a UNE.  The FCC defined the UNE as788

query access to the database using the SS7 network.  The FCC also decided that the789

access to the database could be restricted to only those services supported by that790

database: “[q]uery and response access to a call related database is intended to791

require the incumbent LEC only to provide access to its call related database as is792

necessary to permit a competing provider’s switch (including the use of unbundled793

switching) to access the call-related database functions supported by the database.”50794

Such requirements can only be met in the manner Ameritech Illinois has offered795

WorldCom access to this call-related database; that is, on a per-query basis.796

Additionally, the FCC has granted 271 approval in five SBC states, and in four states797

served by Verizon, without requiring “batch” downloads of the data from the798

database.799

                                                
49 See also First Report and Order, ¶¶ 484-85.
50 Id.
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800

Q. Can you give an example?801

A. Yes, in its Texas 271 Order, Arkansas & Missouri 271 Order and Kansas &802

Oklahoma 271 Order the FCC found that SWBT satisfies the requirements of803

competitive provision of checklist item 10, which requires nondiscriminatory access804

to the CNAM and LIDB databases.51805

806

Q. Has the FCC considered this issue elsewhere?807

A. Yes, the FCC has already considered and rejected what WorldCom is requesting.808

Paragraphs 484 and 485 of the FCC’s First Report and Order (FCC 96-325) are809

dispositive on this issue.  These paragraphs state:810

We require incumbent LECs to provide this access to their call-related811

databases by means of physical access at the STP linked to the unbundled812

database. . . We, therefore, emphasize that access to call-related databases813

must be provided through interconnection at the STP and that we do not814

require direct access to call-related databases.  (emphasis added)815

This was re-affirmed at paragraph 410 of the FCC’s UNE Remand Order which816

specifically states:817

Thus, we require incumbent LECs to proved non discriminatory access to818

their call-related databases, including, but not limited to, the CNAM819

database…by means of physical access at the signaling transfer point820

                                                
51 Texas 271 Order,  ¶¶ 189 and 364; Arkansas & Missouri 271 Order, ¶116;  In re: Joint Application
by SBC Communications Inc.,   et al. for Provision of In-Region, interLATA Services in Kansas and
Oklahoma, 16 F.C.C. Rcd 6237, ¶ 255 (2001) (“Kansas & Oklahoma 271 Order”).
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 linked to the unbundled databases.  (emphasis added)821

In short, the FCC specifically has required access to call-related databases at the822

signaling transfer point.  It did not require Ameritech Illinois to provide CLECs with823

access to any information contained in the database on a bulk basis.824

825

Q. Mr. Lehmkuhl claims that three other state commissions have found that the826

ILEC is required to provide full or batch access to the CNAM database in a827

download format.52  Do you agree with this statement?828

A. Mr. Lehmkuhl doesn’t provide the full story on these rulings.  He cites the Michigan829

Commission ruling (Case No. U-12540, March 2001), the Georgia Commission830

ruling (Docket No. 11901-U, February 2001) and the Tennessee Commission ruling831

(Docket 00-00309, December 2001).  The Michigan ruling is under appeal, and the832

Georgia Commission ruling imposed use restrictions that precluded MCImetro from833

resale of the data.  Mr. Lehmkuhl also neglected to mention that the FCC approved834

SBC applications in Arkansas and Missouri on November 16, 2001 - after the835

Georgia and Michigan Orders - and no bulk download of the database was required.836

He also neglected to mention the 15 or more states where WorldCom has presented837

these same arguments and been denied.  Mr. Lehmkuhl offered almost identical838

arguments in an arbitration in California and  WorldCom lost.839

840

Q. Can you provide an example?841

                                                
52 Lehmkuhl Direct, lines 576-578.
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A. The California PUC’s Final Arbitrator’s Report of a recent arbitration in California842

between Pacific Bell and MCIm rejected WorldCom’s request for a download of the843

CNAM database.53844

The issue in the California arbitration was: “Should MCIm have access to the845

functionality of the CNAM and LIDB data bases for use in call processing or should846

MCIm have unlimited access to all the information stored by the entire LEC847

community?”  The Final Arbitrator’s Report stated:54848

A review of the rules promulgated by the FCC in its UNE Remand Order849

supports Pacific's assertions. Section 51.319(e)(2) relates to call-related850

databases. Subsection (A) of that part reads as follows:851

For purposes of switch query and database response through852
a signaling network, an incumbent LEC shall provide access853
to its call-related databases, including but not limited to, the854
Calling Name Database, 911 Database, E911 Database, Line855
Information Database, Toll Free Calling Database, Advanced856
Intelligent Network Databases, and downstream number857
portability databases by means of physical access at the858
signaling transfer point linked to the unbundled databases.859
(emphasis original.)860

In other words, the FCC defined this particular UNE narrowly to include861

access to databases at the STP. MCIm is correct that Section 251(c)(3) of862

TA96 states unequivocally that Pacific may not restrict MCIm's use of a863

UNE to provide a telecommunications service.  However, the FCC has864

defined this particular UNE to be limited to access at the STP, which865

would not include downloading of the entire database. Further, the FCC866

expressed concern with privacy issues related to access these call-related867

                                                
53 Case A. 01-01-010 FAR Issue 3.
54 Id. at 63-64.
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databases. In Subsection (E) of its rules, the FCC states:868

An incumbent LEC shall provide a requesting869
telecommunications carrier with access to call-related870
databases in a manner that complies with section 222 of the871
Act.872

Section 222 relates to the privacy of customer information. The873
language the FCC placed in Subsection (E) above shows the874
FCC's intent that access to information be granted in a way that875
protects customers' privacy. In order to protect customers'876
privacy, a carrier should not be permitted to save any877
information obtained from routine database queries. Therefore,878
Pacific's position on the downloading of call-related databases879
for MCIm is adopted.880

881

Q. Please give another example.882

A. In Washington, AT&T and WorldCom as Joint Intervenors did not deny that, in the883

UNE Remand Order, the FCC required ILECs to provide access only on a switched884

query and database response through the SS7 network.  However, they asserted that885

it is technically feasible for Qwest to provide access to the database on a bulk basis.886

The Joint Intervenors argued that Qwest could not meet the requirements of887

Checklist Item No. 10 unless it provides access to the CNAM database as a whole,888

rather than on a per-dip or per-query basis.  At paragraph 62 of its Initial Order55, the889

Commission stated “While WorldCom is correct that Section 251(c)(3) requires890

nondiscriminatory access at any technically feasible point, the UNE Remand Order,891

issued much more recently than the First Report and Order, requires access to calling892

name databases such as the ICNAM only at the STP.”56893

894

                                                
55 Initial Order Docket No. UT-003022 and UT-003040, ¶¶ 155-158.
56 UNE Remand Order, ¶ 402.
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Q. Were the findings of the Initial Order approved by the Washington895

Commission?896

A. Yes.897

898

Q. Mr. Lehmkuhl claims that the per-query requirement forces WorldCom to899

incur developmental cost associated with a complex routing scheme.  Do you900

agree?57901

A. No, he is incorrect when he states that requiring query access forces WorldCom to902

incur development costs associated with a complex routing scheme that are not903

incurred by Ameritech Illinois.  The routing scheme for querying call-related904

databases is controlled by industry standards bodies.  Ameritech Illinois did not905

design the routing scheme for access to CNAM.  WorldCom is free to participate in906

industry forums that establish, maintain, and change those standards.  Ameritech907

Illinois, just like WorldCom, must connect to the CNAM database using SS7908

through the STP.  That is what the FCC requires.  Ameritech Illinois incurs the cost909

of the same routing scheme for call queries, as do all other carriers, including910

WorldCom.  The routing is not through the Ameritech Illinois switch.  It is a query911

from the Ameritech Illinois switch through the STP to the CNAM database.  This is912

the same routing scheme that is used by all carriers, including WorldCom.913

914

Q. What about WorldCom’s claim that the “per query” access causes it to915

experience delays in call processing?916

                                                
57 Lehmkuhl Direct at 24.
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WorldCom is incorrect that it experiences a delay in receiving information for Caller917

ID that it would not experience if it operated its own database.  Ameritech Illinois918

experiences the same “delay,” which is measured in microseconds.  Both Ameritech919

Illinois and WorldCom must launch a query through the STP and wait for the920

response from the appropriate call-related database.  This is the same process921

followed by all carriers.  Unless WorldCom had a complete database of all carrier922

information, it would still have to launch a query to the STP to determine in which923

database the data is stored.  It is highly unlikely that competing providers would924

choose to store their highly sensitive data with WorldCom.  Even if WorldCom had a925

download of all of the databases, it would still have to launch a query from the926

switch to the database unless each WorldCom switch had a copy of the full database927

loaded inside the switch in order to perform the query.928

929

Q. Mr. Lehmkuhl attempts to analogize access to the CNAM database and the930

directory assistance listings (“DAL”).58  Do you agree with this analogy?931

A. No.  WorldCom presents an incorrect analogy between access to the CNAM932

database and the Directory Assistance Listing (“DAL”) database.  When discussing933

the obligations of an ILEC in the First Report and Order and the UNE Remand Order934

the FCC did not lump call-related databases in with DAL.  Directory Assistance935

(“DA”) was designated as its own distinct UNE in the First Report and Order while936

access to call-related databases were discussed in an entirely different section of the937

order.  In the UNE Remand Order, the FCC  determined that DA is no longer a938

UNE, and clarified that 911 and CNAM were included in call-related UNE939

                                                
58 Id., at 21.
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databases.  The subsequent Directory Listing Information Order59 required a940

download of the DA database, but as a dialing parity obligation under 47 U.S.C.941

section 251(b)(3) - not as a UNE.942

WorldCom is merely trying to confuse the Commission into thinking that one943

database is the same as any other database.  This is not true.  As noted above, unlike944

DA, the FCC has clearly recognized the proprietary nature of the data in the call-945

related databases such as CNAM and the inability for the ILECs to unbundle the946

database from the signaling network, therefore requiring mediated access through the947

STP.948

949

Q. Mr. Lehmkuhl argues that WorldCom can provide better service and more950

innovation if it can operate its own CNAM database.60  Is this correct?951

A. There is no way of knowing if this claim is true, but if WorldCom believes that it is952

true, WorldCom is free to create its own database.  However, this is no reason953

conclude that Ameritech Illinois is required to sell the data in its database at UNE954

rates.955

956

Q. Please summarize your comments regarding the WorldCom request to have a957

bulk download of the CNAM database.958

A. The CNAM database itself is not a UNE.  The FCC has emphasized that access to959

call-related databases must be provided through interconnection at the STP, but the960

FCC does not require direct access to call-related databases.   Ameritech Illinois961

                                                
59 CC Docket 99-273, 16 FCC Rcd 276 (January 19, 2001)
60 Lehmkuhl Direct at 23-24.
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fully complies with its obligation to make available access to the CNAM database on962

a per query basis.963

964

3.  WorldCom Complaint – CNAM of Ported Numbers965

Q. Mr. Lehmkuhl complains that under certain circumstances when a customer966

switches local service providers from Ameritech Illinois to WorldCom and their967

telephone numbers is ported to WorldCom, the data Ameritech Illinois displays968

on caller ID terminals to its customers is wrong.61  Please respond.969

A. Mr. Lehmkuhl describes a specific case in Illinois of a travel agency who is now a970

WorldCom local customer who previously was an Ameritech Illinois local customer.971

When this travel agency made telephone calls placed to Ameritech Illinois local972

customers and the Ameritech Illinois local customer had caller ID with name, the973

travel agency was being identified as a funeral home. Mr. Lehmkuhl claims this974

occurred because Ameritech Illinois failed to update its CNAM database which is975

the source of the name displayed in the caller ID with name unit.62976

Mr. Lehmkuhl presented this same claim in Michigan, but he included information977

that allowed Ameritech Michigan to identify the travel agency and investigate the978

claim.  The investigation indicated that NPA-NXX code used for this customer was979

assigned to a WorldCom switch and therefore would not be a ported telephone980

number at all.  It was a WorldCom telephone number and WorldCom is responsible981

for administering that number in the local number portability database.  It appears982

that WorldCom did not do so.983

                                                
61 Id. lines 641-645.
62 Id.,  at lines 647-653.
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984

Q. Mr. Lehmkuhl claims more broadly that Ameritech Illinois does not properly985

update its CNAM database when a number is ported to a CLEC, therefore986

causing errors in the identification of CLEC customers.  Is this correct?987

A. No.  This is a complicated issue and I will give a detailed response below.  Before988

doing so, I want to give a very simplified response.  WorldCom used to keep its989

numbers in Ameritech Illinois’ CNAM database and, like all carriers, was990

responsible for updating those numbers (i.e., deleting the old information and adding991

new information).  WorldCom no longer keeps its numbers in Ameritech Illinois’992

database – it uses the CNAM database of Illuminet.  Both WorldCom and Ameritech993

Illinois agree that the WorldCom numbers should be removed from Ameritech994

Illinois’ database because WorldCom is no longer keeping those numbers current995

and accurate.  However, Ameritech Illinois needs to get specific instructions from996

WorldCom about the exact numbers that Ameritech Illinois should delete.997

Otherwise, we may improperly delete working numbers.  WorldCom wants to wash998

its hands of the problem and refuses to provide Ameritech Illinois such specific999

instructions.  As a result, Ameritech Illinois’ database contains numbers that are not1000

current.  This is the source of WorldCom’s complaint and the solution is well within1001

WorldCom’s control.1002

1003

Q. What is the detailed explanation?1004

A. A CLEC has the option of using Ameritech’s CNAM data as described in paragraphs1005

262 through 266 in my Affidavit.  However, a CLEC may choose to store its CNAM1006

data in a database operated by a third party.  In either case, the CLEC is responsible1007
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for administering the data stored in the database.  If data stored in the CNAM1008

database is incorrect, as alleged by Mr. Lehmkuhl, WorldCom has control of that1009

data and must assist in correcting it.  WorldCom has informed Ameritech Illinois1010

that it has chosen to use a third party supplier (Illuminet) for its CNAM data storage.1011

Since early this year, Ameritech Illinois has been working with WorldCom’s CNAM1012

service provider to remove all WorldCom records from the Ameritech Illinois1013

database that are stored in the Illuminet database.1014

Prior to April 2001, Ameritech Illinois did not purchase CNAM information1015

associated with ported numbers if such CNAM information was stored on a non-1016

Ameritech Illinois CNAM Database.  Therefore, when the subscribers to those1017

ported numbers called an Ameritech end user, the caller’s name did not display on1018

the Caller ID unit.  If a CLEC with ported numbers did select Ameritech as their1019

CNAM Database, Ameritech Illinois did store the CNAM information.  Therefore,1020

when the subscribers to those ported numbers called an Ameritech end user, the1021

caller’s name displayed on the Caller ID unit.1022

In March 1999, Ameritech Illinois offered a new option to CLECs that stored their1023

name information on another company’s CNAM Database.  If the CLEC would1024

jointly store its information on both platforms (Ameritech Illinois’ and the foreign1025

CNAM Database), Ameritech Illinois would retrieve the CNAM information from1026

its CNAM Database and forward it on to the called party for display on the Caller ID1027

unit.  Ameritech Illinois offered this dual storage ability at no charge.1028

1029

Q. Has this changed?1030
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A. Yes, in January 2001, Ameritech Illinois began work on enhancements to purchase1031

the CNAM information associated with ported numbers on foreign databases.1032

Ameritech completed those enhancements in April 2001.  Also in April 2001,1033

Ameritech Illinois stopped accepting requests to jointly store data (because there was1034

no further need).  For Ameritech Illinois’ enhancement to take full effect, however,1035

numbers that had previously been jointly stored need to be removed from Ameritech1036

Illinois’ CNAM Database.1037

Ameritech Illinois has coordinated with WorldCom’s CNAM Database provider for1038

such removal.  In June 2001, Illuminet issued a “Special Report” that notified its1039

customers that Ameritech would now access Illuminet’s database for ported CNAM1040

information.  This “Special Report” went to all of Illuminet’s CNAM customers and1041

requested that they contact Illuminet for assistance in making the changes necessary1042

for Ameritech Illinois to begin accessing their data on Illuminet’s CNAM Database.1043

Illuminet agreed to collect the information and forward it to Ameritech Illinois, who1044

will in turn delete the numbers from its CNAM Database.  Once those numbers have1045

been deleted, Ameritech Illinois will query Illuminet for the CNAM information1046

stored on Illuminet’s CNAM Database.  Ameritech Illinois is aware of four CLECs1047

that store data with Illuminet.  WorldCom delayed providing the list of numbers to1048

be deleted, until August 2001.  With the removal of these numbers, Ameritech began1049

querying Illuminet for name information associated with ported numbers.1050

1051
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B.  WorldCom Complaint – LIDB1052

Q. Mr. Lehmkuhl claims on behalf of WorldCom that Ameritech Illinois has1053

improperly restricted the use of the LIDB database to local service.63  Is this1054

correct?1055

A. No, it is not.  Ameritech Illinois does not limit the use of the LIDB database to local1056

service only.  Ameritech Illinois offer access as a UNE to CLECs and offers access1057

under tariff to Interexchange Carriers (“IXCs”).  WorldCom operates as both a local1058

CLEC and an IXC.  The local CLEC may use the LIDB database for all legitimate1059

functions at the rate established for UNE access.  The IXC may use the LIDB1060

database for all legitimate functions at the rate established in the state or interstate1061

switched access tariff.  Ameritech Illinois has not placed any restrictions on how the1062

CLEC may use the access.  What Mr. Lehmkuhl is trying to do is to negate the1063

access tariff and its rates.1064

1065

Q. Why is it appropriate to recognize this distinction between local services and1066

access services?1067

A. In the First Report and Order the FCC stated “Nothing in this Report and Order1068

alters the collection of access charges paid by an interexchange carrier under Part 691069

of the Commission's rules, when the incumbent LEC provides exchange access1070

service to an interexchange carrier, either directly or through service resale.”64  The1071

FCC has maintained this distinction for loops and switching in subsequent orders.1072

UNEs cannot be uniformly substituted for services purchased from the access tariff.1073

Where the FCC has allowed this, it has done so explicitly and in a very limited1074

                                                
63 Id., at 33- 35.
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fashion.  For example, the FCC permits a CLEC purchasing a UNE loop to collect1075

access charges from IXCs that terminate calls to that customer over the UNE loop,1076

and to that limited extent the UNE is displacing the ILEC's access service.  The other1077

example is that a CLEC can migrate a special access line to UNEs if it can1078

demonstrate that the line is used to provide "a significant amount of local exchange1079

service".65  Neither of these limited circumstances applies here.  WorldCom is not1080

entitled to use access to the LIDB database under an interconnection agreement to1081

perform functions for its long distance company that were previously provided under1082

the access tariff.1083

1084

Q. Has the FCC approved other state agreements where the CLEC is limited to1085

access of LIDB for local services only?1086

A. Yes, The generic agreements for Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma and Texas1087

(served by Southwestern Bell Telephone LLP (“SWBT”), which has received 2711088

approval in all five states) contain a provision similar to the following:1089

SWBT provides LIDB Validation Service as set forth in this Attachment1090

only as such service is used for CLEC’s LSP activities on behalf of its1091

Oklahoma local service customers where SWBT is the incumbent local1092

exchange carrier.  CLEC agrees that any other use of SWBT’s LIDB for1093

the provision of LIDB Validation Service by CLEC will be pursuant to the1094

                                                                                                                                                
64 First Report and Order, ¶ 30.
65 See Supplemental Order, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, 15 F.C.C. Rcd 1760 (1999) (“UNE Remand Supplemental Order”);
Supplemental Order Clarification, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, 15 FCC Rcd 9587 (2000) (“UNE Remand Supplemental Order
Clarification”).
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terms, conditions, rates, and charges of SWBT’s effective tariffs, as1095

revised, for LIDB Validation Service.661096

1097

Q. Please address Mr. Lehmkuhl’s concerns about the movement of the LIDB to1098

SNET DG.1099

A. Mr. Lehmkuhl mistakenly believes that Ameritech Illinois has transferred ownership1100

and control of the LIDB to SNET DG.  This is not true.  Ameritech Illinois’ LIDB1101

platform became obsolete and was discontinued by the manufacturer.  Rather than1102

replace this platform with a new one, Ameritech Illinois chose to obtain LIDB1103

services from a third party.  As a result, Ameritech Illinois no longer owns or1104

operates a LIDB database in its network.  Ameritech Illinois does, however, still1105

retain ownership and control over its data on this other platform.  Obviously,1106

Ameritech Illinois cannot side step its obligation to permit access to the LIDB1107

database, and it has not attempted to do so.  The agreement between Ameritech1108

Illinois and SNET DG requires that users of the database be given query access to1109

Ameritech Illinois’ data under the terms, conditions, and prices of Ameritech1110

Illinois’ approved and effective interconnection agreements (for CLECs) as well as1111

state and federal switched access tariffs for all others.  Companies that want access1112

to any other third party, non-Ameritech Illinois data residing on SNET DG’s LIDB1113

can obtain such access according to the terms, conditions, and prices of their1114

negotiations with SNET DG.1115

1116

                                                
66 Oklahoma 2000 Agreement (“O2A”) Appendix UNE, ¶ 9.4.2.6.
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Q. Mr. Lehmkuhl claims that SNET DG has quoted a price of at least $0.06 per1117

query for a LIDB service.  Can you comment on this?1118

A. Mr. Lehmkuhl does not provide many details on this incident; I believe, however,1119

that he is referring to a request for access to data other than Ameritech Illinois data.1120

As stated above, Ameritech Illinois maintains control of its own data, but SNET1121

DG’s database also contains information from other companies over which1122

Ameritech Illinois has no control.1123

1124

Q. Does this conclude your Rebuttal Testimony?1125

A. Yes, it does.1126
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